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Remarks 

Claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9, 1 1-23, 26-38, 40, 41, 44-50, 52-60, 62, 64. and 66-68 remain pending 
and stand rejected. No claims are currently amended. The Assignee respectfully requests 
allowance of claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9, 11-23, 26-38, 40, 41. 44-50, 52-60, 62, 64. and 66-68. 

Introductory Response tn Arpmient Presented in the Final Office Action 

In its "Response to Arguments, the final Office action "asserts that since the cited prior 
arts (namely, Rudow, Gehrke, Bickley and Nielsen) teach or suggest a GPS timing signal is used 
to resynchionizing, correcting, or recalibrating the real-time clock of the oscillator, and since the 
oscillator signal would be generated fiom the recalibrated real-time clock (i.e., via a phase lock 
loop or synthesizer), they impUcitly teach "an oscillator stabilized by a GPS-based timing 
signal" or "using a GPS timing signal as an input to an oscillator to generate a stabilized 
oscillator signal" as claimed. The arguments as presented by Applicant are simply based on a 
different 'terminology' such as 'stabilized oscillator signal.'" (Page 3 of the final Office action; 

emphasis in original.) 

The Assignee respectfully disagrees. Resynchronizing, correcting, or recalibrating a 
signal is significantly different from generating a stabilized oscillator signal. In each of Rudow, 
Gehrke, Bickley. and Nielsen, the operations therein involve recalibrating a signal or value that 
is never synchronized with a timing signal, resynchronizing a signal or value that diverges from i 
desired position, or the like. A stabilized oscillator signal, as claimed in the present application, 
is essentially synchronized with a timing signal continuously, and thus does not require 
resynchronizing, correcting, or recalibration. See, for example, page 16, lines 3 and 4, of the 
present application, which state that "the output of die stabilized local oscillator 238 does not 
drift from, and remains at. the desired frequency." (Emphasis supplied.) Thus, such a task, and 
the structure required to perform that task, are substantially different from those described in 
Rudow, Gehrke, Bickley, and Nielsen, as is explained in greater detail below, and therefore do 
not represent a mere difference in terminology from the disclosed systems and methods in the 
cited prior art. 
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Cl ^m Rdectinns Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Presented in ttie final Office action are numerous rejections, each of which is listed and 
addressed in order below. The claims coveted by each rejection are also corrected below to 
reflect previously canceled claims. 

Independent system claims 1 and 8 include a stabili2dng system, comprising "a timing 
source configured to generate a stable timing signal, wherein the stable timing signal comprises a 
global positioning system based timing signal; and a stabilized local oscillator configured to 
receive the stable timing signal and to use the stable timing signal as an input to generate a 
stabilized oscillator signal...." (Emphasis supplied.) Independent system claim H incorpoiates 
a similarly configured stabilized local oscillator at the upper portion of a tower. Independent 
system claims 14, 35 and 41 inckide a timing source and stabilized local oscillator as provided 
for in claims 1 and 8. 

Similarly, independent method claim 45 provides for "generating a stable timing signal, 
wherein the stable timing signal comprises a global positioning system based timing signal; and 
using the stable timing signal as an input to a local oscillator to generate a stabilized oscillator 
signal." (Emphasis supplied.) Independent method claims 57, 64, 67 and 68 provide similar 
limitations. 

The Assignee respectfully traverses tfie rejections, as discussed in detail below, as they 
pertain to these particular limitations of the independent claims. 

Claim Rejections Based Upon a Combination of Georges and Rudow 

Qaims 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 

Patent No. 6,014,546 to Georges et al. (hereinafter "Georges") in view of U.S. Patent No. 

5,689,43 1 to Rudow et al. (hereinafter "Rudow"). (Page 4 of the final Office action.) 

Claims 1, 3-5, 14, 16-21, 23, 28, 31, 35-38, 40, 45, 48, 49, 54 and 56-60 stand rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Georges in view of Rudow and U.S. Patent 

No. 5,936,754 to Ariyavisitakul et al. (hereinafter "Ariyavisitakul"). (Page 6 of the final Office 

action.) 

Claims 30, 32, 41, 44, 55, 64 and 66 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Georges in view of Rudow, Ariyavisitakul, and U.S. Patent No. 6,865,1 69 to 
Quayle et al. (hereinafter "Quayle"). (Page 7 of the final Office action.) 

14 Response to 01-20-06 Final Office Action 



PAGE 15/24 ' RCVD AT 3/1412006 4:05:27 PM [Eastern Standard Time]* SVR:USPTO€FXRF-2/19 « DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:3039389995 * DURATION ^mpm 



liAR-14-2006 TUE 02:13. PM SETTER OLLILA LLC FAX NO. 3039389995 



Regarding claims 8 and 9, the final Office action indicates that "Georges fails to disclose 
the 'stable' timing signal comprises a GPS based timing signal. However, Rudow discloses a 
system wherein a base station uses the GPS 'stable ' timing signal to recalibrate dock (or timing 
signal) errors of the oscillators caused by temperature drift, for improving stabUity of the 
oscillators in order to obtain a good synchronization (see Fig. 1. col. 6, lines 53-56, col 7, lines 
30-35, col. 9, lines 35-37. col. 14, lines 31-48 and col. 35, lines 57-63). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious. . .to incorporate the above teaching of Rudow to Georges for utilizing a GPS based 
timing signal to recalibrate clock (or timing signal) errors of the oscillators as well, for 
improving the stability of the oscillators caused by temperature drift or aging components." 
(Page 5 of the final Office action; emphasis supplied.) The Assignee respectfully disagrees, as 
the GPS-based signal of Rudow cannot be combined with the system of Geoises, no motivation 
exists to combine the references, and less than all of the limitations of claims 8 and 9 are 
provided by George and Rudow. 

Georges discloses a "system for transmitting a WLL [Wireless Local Loop] radio 
ft«iuency (RF) signal in a RF bandwidth over a low bandwidth medium which has a 
transmission bandwidth below the RF bandwidth.'' (Column 4, lines 43-45.) As shown in Fig. 
4, the system 50 employs a first local oscillator 58 driving an input of a mixer 56- (Column 7, 
lines 14-16.) The other input of the mixer 56 is driven by an RF signal 12. (Column 7, lines 8- 
11.) The local oscillator 58 is coupled with a global reference oscillator 66 in a phase-locked 
loop 92 to deliver an RF reference tone 96 of high stability to the mixer 56 to down-convert the 
RF signal 12. (Column 8, lines 37-43.) To perform this down-conversion within the Georges 
system, "[i]t is intended that unstable IF reference tone 100 [of Fig. 5A] match closely the 
fi-equency of a global refenance tone 102 generated by global reference oscillator 66. . .." 
(Column 8, line 66, to column 9, Une 2.) "For most reliable operation, global reference tone J 02 
is in the middle of the bandwidth occupied by unstable IF reference lone 100, ...In Fig. 5 A the 
bandwidth of IF reference tone 100 is below the bandwidth of IF signal 94 and centers around 
the frequency of global reference tone 102 equal to 8.0 MHz." (Column 9, lines 6-15; emphasis 
supplied.) In another embodiment, the global reference tone 102 is 3.125 MHz. (Column 1 0, 
lines 3-7.) 

On the other hand, Rudow provides a "golf course yardage and information system" 
employing a differential Global Positioning System (DGPS). (Colmnn 2, lines 62-64.) 
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According to Rudow, a course managemeiit station and multiple golf-cart-based units receive 
GPS data, (Column 7, lines 3 1-35.) This information is employed by a GPS subsystem 42 
(shown in Fig. 3) to provide a pulse per second (PPS) signal (Column 9, lines 35-39.) The PPS 
signal is utilized to calibrate at the rate of once per second a numerical scale factor associated 
with a periodic computer interrupt occurring 2048 times per second. (See Figs. 5A-5D; column 
9, lines 35-39 (emphasis supplied); and column 13, line 43, to column 14, line 48.) 

As a result, the extremely low frequencies of either the timing signal or the interrupts of 
Rudow arc simply incompatible for use with the Georges system, which operates at much higher 
frequencies. In other words, if the PPS signal of Rudow is employed as a global reference tone 
for Georges, the Georges system will not operate properly. Thus, Georges teaches away from 
the use of the timing signal employed by Rudow. 

Further, even if the Rudow and Georges systems were compatible, no motivation exists 
to combine the references. At its base, Georges provides R? distribution of fixed wireless local 
loop service, while Rudow teaches a golf course yardage and information system. Each of these 
references thus involves vastly different classifications and fields of search within the Office, as 
can be seen on the first page of each of the patents. 

Further, the PPS signal of Rudow is utilized to ensure interrupts generated internally by 
the computer of that system occur 2048 times per second, and thus is not employed to help 
generate a stitbilized local oscillator, as provided for in claim 8, as only a series of internal 
intermpts are generated, not an oscillator signal. 

Thus, in light of the foregoing, the Assignee respectfully assets that Rudow does not 
provide a global positioning system based timing signal usable to generate a stabilized oscillator 
signal, that no motivation exists to combine Georges and Rudow due to the widely different 
areas of art they occupy, and that Georges and Rudow are not corabinable due to the 
incompatibility of the Rudow PPS signal with the Georges system. Thus, the Assignee contends 
that claim 8 is allowable in view of Georges and Rudow, and such indication is respectfiJly 
requested. 

Claim 9 depends from independent claim 8, and thus incorporates the provisions of claim 
8. Therefore, the Assignee asserts that claim 9 is allowable for at least the same reasons 
provided above in support of claim 8, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Further, the OfiFice action rehes upon the combination of Georges and Rudow, among 
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others, in rejecting claims 1, 3-5, 14, 16-21. 23. 28, 30-32, 35-38, 40, 41, 44. 45, 48, 49, 54-60, 
64 and 66. (Pages 6 and 7 of the final Office action.) Thus, the Assignee contends that these 
claims are allowable as well in view Georges and Rudow, and such indication is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim Rejections Based Upon a Combination ofCsapo andRudow 

Claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9, 14-17, 22, 23, 26, 28. 29, 31. 35-38, 40, 45-50, 52, 54, 56-60, 62 and 
67 stand rejected under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,41 1 ,825 
to Csapo et al. (hereinafter "Csapo") in view of Rudow. (Page 8 of the final Office action.) 

aaims 30, 32, 41 , 44, 55, 64 and 66 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Csapo in view of Rudow and Quayle. (Page 11 of the final Office action.) 

Claims 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Csapo 
in view of Rudow, Quayle, and U.S. Patent No. 6,194,970 to Nielsen et al. (hereinafter 
"Nielsen"). (Page 12 of the final Office action.) 

Claims 33 and 34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Csapo in view of Rudow and U.S. Patent No. 6,161,024 to Komara (hereinafter "Komara"). 
(Page 13 of the final Office action.) 

Regarding claims 8, 35 and 57, the final Office action indicates that "Csapo fails to 
disclose the GPS 'stable' timing signal is used to generate a 'stable" oscillator signal. However, 
Rudow discloses a system wherein a base station and carts use the GPS 'stable'" signal to 
recalibrate clock errors of the oscillators caused by temperature drift, for improving stability of 
the oscillators in order to obtain a good synchronization (see Fig. 1 . col. 6. lines 53-56, col. 7, 
Unes 30-35, col. 9, lines 35-37, col. 14, lines 31-48 and col. 35, lines 57-63). Since Csapo 
fimher discloses that the GPS provides 'accurate clock' and 'firequency signals' to the main unit 
PMU and the remote unit PRU (see Csapo, col. 7, lines 22-27), it would have been obvious., .to 
provide the above teachings of Rudow to Csapo for using the GPS timing (or 'accurate dock') 
signal to recalibrate clock errors of the oscillators of the PMU and of the PRUds well, therdiy 
resulting in generating a 'stabilized* oscillator signal as claimed, for improving the stability of 
the oscillators." (Page 10 of the fimal Office action; emphasis supplied.) The Assignee 
respectfijlly disagrees with the allegation in at least two respects. 

First, while Csapo discusses the existence of "a global positioning receivCT 140 which 
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provides accurate clodc and frequency signals" to various portions of the Csapo system (column 
7, lines 22-26), Csapo does not teach or suggest a stabilized local oscillator configured to receive 
a stable timing signal for generating a stabilized oscillator signal, as provided in claims 8, 35 and 
57, According to the language of Csapo, the global positioning receiver 140 provides accurate 
clock and frequency signals directly to the various portions of the Csapo system, and not to a 
local oscillator to generate a stabilized oscillator signal, as alleged in the final Office action. 

Further, as described above, the pulse-per-second (PPS) signal of Rudow is employed to 
calibrate a scale factor correction so that a computer may internally generate 2048 interrupts per 
second. Such a signal is not appropriate a$ a timing signal for receipt by a stabilized local 
oscillator to generate a stabilized oscillator signal, as provided in clainas 8. 35 and 57, 

As a result, no combination of Csapo and Rudow supplies the required structure 
concerning the local oscillator, and its associated stable timing signal and stabilized oscillator 
signal, as provided for in claims 8, 35 and 57. Thus, the Assignee a$serts that claims 8, 35 and 
57 are allowable in view of Csapo and Rudow for at least these reasons, and such indication is 
respectfully requested. 

Further, the final Office action relies on the combination of Csapo and Rudow, among 
others, in rejecting claiins 1, 3-5. 9, 11-13, 14^17, 22, 23, 26, 28, 29. 30^34, 36-38, 40, 41, 44-50, 
52, 54-56, 58-60, 62, 64, 66 and 67. Thus, the Assignee asserts that these claims are allowable 
for at least the same reasons provided above with respect to claims 8, 35 and 57, and such 
indication is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections Based Upon a Combination of Csapo, Nielsen and Bicktey 

Claims 1, 3-5, S, 9, 14-17, 22, 23, 26-29, 31, 35-38, 40, 45-50. 52-54, 56-60, 62, 67 and 
68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Csapo in view of Nielsen 
and U.S. Patent No. 5,982,322 to Bickley et al. (hereinafter "Bickley"). (Page 14 of the final 
Office action.) 

Claims 33 and 34 stand rejected under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Csapo in view of Nielsen, Bickley and Komara, (Page 18 of the final Office action.) 

Claims 11-13, 30, 32, 41 , 44, 55, 64 and 66 stand rejected under 35 U.S.Q § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Csapo in view of Nielsen, Bickley and Quayle. (Page 1 8 of the final 
Office action.) 
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Again regarding claims 8, 35 and 57, the final Office action indicates that "Csapo faUs to 
disclose the GPS 'stable' timing signal is med to generate a 'stable' oscillator signal. However, 
it is noted that since Csapo discloses that the GPS provides 'accurate clock' and 'fi-equency 
signals' to the main unit and the remote unit (PRU) (see Csapo, col. 7, lines 22-27), it would 
have been obvious. . .that such GPS 'stable' tinning signal would obviously be used as common 
time (or system timing reference) for the base station to compensate or periodically calibrate the 
timing reference of the oscillator as disclosed by Nielsen (see col. 3, lines 5-15, col. 4, Hnes 1-7 
and col. 4, lines 50-56)." (Pages 15 and 16 of the fmal Office action; emphasis supphed.) The 
final Office action also mentions the possible use of Bickley in the same context. (Page 16 of the 
final OfBce action.) Again, the Assignee respectfiilly disagrees. 

As described earlier, Csapo does not specifically mention a stabilized local oscillator 
configured to receive a stable timing signal for generating a stabilized oscillator signal, as 
provided in claims 8, 35 and 57. Instead, the global positioning receiver 140 provides accurate 
clock and fi^uency signals directly to the various portions of the Csapo system, and not to a 
local oscillator to genarate a stabilized oscillator signal, as alleged in the final Office action. 

Nielsen provides "a method and apparatus to perform holdover testing of an oscillator in 
service." (Column 2, lines 10 and 11.) More specifically, a GPS receiver 102 or a redundant 
GPS receiver 103, comprising part of a main clock generator 1 10 and a redundant clock 
generator 111, respectively, generates a timing signal used for a main clock signal of a Code 
Division Multiple Access (CDMA) base station, as shown in Fig. 1, (Column 3, lines 44-49.) 
"Each GPS receiver is connected to a controller 1 04 or 105 that changes the clock signal source 
fiom the GPS receiver to an oven-controlled crystal oscillator 106 or 107 during holdover 
periods." (Column 3, lines 49-52.) In other words, while the GPS signal is being received by 
either clock generator 110, 1 1 1 , the system dock signal is provided directly by one of the GPS 
receivers 102. 1 03. Else, if the GPS signal is lost, "tiie crystal oscillator of either the main or 
redundant clock generator provide[s] the system clock signal." (Column 4, lines 4-1 1 .) While 
the GPS signal is being received, the GPS timing signal is being used to characterize the stability 
of the crystal oscillator so that when the oscillator is used as a result of a lost GPS signal, the 
previous characterization is used to properly control the oscillator. (Column 4, lines 12-27.) 
Thus, Nielsen uses a GPS-based timing signal directly as a main clock signal, and as a means for 
characterizing an oscillator for later control of the osdllator when tihe GPS signal is not being 
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received. As a result, Nielsen does not teach or suggest using a timing signal as an input to a 
local oscillator to generate a stabilized oscillator signal, as provided for in claims 8, 35 and 57. 

In general, Bickley discloses a "mobile position locating radio" employing "a geolocation 
receiver,*' such as a GPS receiver, "for providing local position and timing xnfomiation." 
(Column 2, lines 24-30.) Utilized within the radio is "a stable master oscillator which is in turn 
calibrated by accurate timing or fi«quency signals from [a real time] clock 41 and GPS receiver 
34 via data processor 38." (Colunon 8, lines 4-7; emphasis supplied.) "Real time clock 41 is 
conveniently slaved, i.e. calibrated or corrected, using high accuracy time/frequency 
information obtained by geolocation receiver 34. . .." (Column 5, lines 34-39.) Further, as stown 
in Fig. 2, "[d]ata processor 38 is coupled to real time clock 41 by bus 42." (Fig. 2; and column 5, 
lines 3 1 and 32.) Tbos, Bickley describes a numerical clock 41 (as it is coupled via a bus 42 to a 
data processor 38) periodically calibrated or corrected via a GPS signal, not an oscillator 
stabilized by a GPS-based timing signal, as provided for in the indq?endent claims. 

Thus, in light of the discussion above, tbe Assignee contends claims 8, 35 and 57 are 
allowable in view of any combination of Csapo, Nielsen and Bickley, and such indication is 
respectfully requested. 

Further, the final Office action also relies on the combination of Csapo, Nielsen and 
Bickley in rejecting claims 1, 3-5. 9, 1 1-17, 22, 23, 26-29, 30-34, 36-38, 40, 41, 44-50, 52-56, 
58-60, 62, 64, 66 and 67. (Pages 14-19 of the final Office action.) Thus, the Assignee asserts 
these claims are allowable in view of any combination of Csapo, Niedsen and Bickley for at least 
the same reasons as those provided in support of claims 8, 35 and 57, and such indication is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections Based Upon a Combination of Csapo and Gehrke 

Claims I, 3-5, 8, 9, 14-17, 22, 23, 26, 28, 29, 31, 35-38, 40, 45-50, 52, 54, 56-60, 62 and 
67 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Csapo in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,185.429 to Gehrke et al. (hereinafter "Gehrke"). (Page 1 9 of the final Office 
action.) 

Claims 30, 32, 41, 44, 55 and 64 and 66 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Csapo in view of Gdirke and Quayle. (Page 23 of the final Office action.) 

Finally, claims 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
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Csapo in view of Gehtke. Quayle and Nidsen. (Page 24 of the final Office action.) 

Further with respect to claims 8, 35 and 57. the final Office action states that "Csapo foils 
to disclose the GPS 'stable' riming signal is used to generate a 'stable' oscillator signal. 
However, Gehrke discloses a base station wherein the GPS 'stable' timing signal is used to 
periodically correct errors of the oscillators, for improving stability of oscillators in order to 
provide good synchronization system (see Fig. 2, ref. 208 and col. 4, lines 13-19, col. 2, lines 9- 
24). Since Csapo further discloses that the GPS provides 'accurate clock' and 'frequency 
signals' to tiie main unit PMU and the remote unit PRU (see Csapo, col. 7, lines 22-27), it would 
have been obvious. . .to provide the above teachings of Gehrke to Csapo for using the GPS timing 
(or 'accurate clock') signal to recalibrate clock errors of the oscillators of the PMU and of the 
PRU as well, therdjy resulting in generating a 'stabilized' oscillator signal as claimed, for 
improving the stabUity of the osciUators." (Pages 21 and 22 of the final Office action; emphasis 
supplied.) The Assignee respectfully disagrees. 

As discussed above, Csapo does not specifically mention a stabilized local oscillator 
configured to receive a stable timing signal for generating a stabilized oscillator signal, as 
provided in claims 8, 35 and 57. Instead, the global positioning receiver 140 provides accurate 
clock and fi-equency signals directly to the various portions of the Csapo system, and not to a 
local oscillator to generate a stabilized oscillator signal, as alleged in the final Office action. 

Gehrke provides "a method and apparatus for performing a time synchronization of a 
base site" of a radio communication system. (Column 2, tines 61-63.) The system includes a 
GPS receiver 210 coupled to a timing reference unit 208. (Column 3, lines 49-52.) The GPS 
receiver 210 has access to a GPS satellite signal as a common time base for synchronizing the 
timing reference unit 208. (Column 4, lines 13-19; emphasis supplied.) "Once a base site is 
synchroniied, it is able to maintain the timing reference by use of a local oscillator. Any lack of 
stability in the oscillator can be periodically corrected by resynchronizing with the GPS signal or 
Utam^ periodic correction of the oscillator based on known drift in the oscillator performance r 
(Column 2, lines 20-25; emphasis supplied.) Thus, Gehrke relies on either (1) periodic 
resynchronization of a numeric time reference via GPS, of (2) periodic coirection of an unstable 
oscillator based on known drift properties, and hence not by way of GPS. Thus, Gehrke does not 
teach or suggest continuous stabilization of the actual oscillator signal, as set forth in claims 8, 
35 and 57. 

2 1 Response to 0 1 -20-06 Fina] Office Action 



PAGE 22/24 ' RCVD AT 3/14/2006 4:05:27 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO€FXRF-2/19 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:3039389995* DURATION (mm-ss):07-36 



MAR- 14-2006 TUE 02:16,PM SETTER OLLILA LLC 



FAX NO. 3039389995 



P. 23 



Thus, for at least these reasons, the Assignee asserts that claims 8, 35 and 57 are 
allowable in view of any combination of Cs^ and Gehrke, and such indication is respectfully 
reqiiested. 

Further, the final Office action employs the combination of Csapo and Gehrke in 
rejecting claims 1. 3-5, 9, 11-17, 22, 23, 26, 28-32. 36-38, 40, 41, 44-50, 52, 54-56, 58-60, 62. 
64, 66 and 67. (Pages 1 9-24 of the final OfRce action.) Thus, the Assignee as$erts that these 
claims are allowable for at least the same reasons provided above in support of clainas 8, 35 and 
57, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing, the Assignee respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections of claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9. 11-23, 26-38. 40, 41, 44-50, 52-60, 62, 64, and 
66-68. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above remarks, the Assignee submits that claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9, 1 1-23, 26-38, 
40, 41 , 44-50, 52-60, 62, 64, and 66-68 are allowable. Additional reasons in support of 
patentability may exist, but such reasons are omitted in the interests of clarity and brevity. The 
Assignee thus respectfully requests allowance of claims 1, 3-5, 8, 9, 1 1-23, 26-38, 40, 41. 44-50, 
52-60, 62, 64, and 66-68. 

The Assignee believes no fees ate due with respect to this filing. However, should the 
Office determine additional fees are necessary, the Office is hereby authorized to charge Deposit 
Account No. 21-0765. 
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